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. ’EPA ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN ; S

, ThlS Proposed Plani descnbes the preferred optron‘:_’ R
~ for reducing the migration of contamination from . s
the Scientific Chemical Processing Site (SCP Site). - " .
‘This document is issued by the United|States: * -
Enwronmental Protection Agency (EPA) the lead-, . .
. agency. for site activities, and the ‘New
. Department- of . Enwronmental Protectlon S
A (NJDEP) the “support agency for -this’ response -
_." .action. EPA, in consultation.with- NJDEP, will:
* _select an interim remedy for the site only after.the P
, public ‘commént period has ended and .the -
. mformatton submitted during thls ttme has beeni

revrewed and consndered g
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~ Hours: M-Th 10:00am- 530pm, 700-9 OOpm
Fn 10 00am-5 30pm Sat: 10: OOam 100pm

LJerseyﬁ . ' AR
r EPA, in consultatton wnth the NJDEP may modrl‘y L
' the preferred - alternative  or select another

. EPA 1s 1ssu1ng thls Proposed Plan as part of 1ts :

‘117(a)- of . the Comprehensrve Envnronmental' o
Response, - 'Compensation and Ltabrltty “Act - L
- (CERCLA). . This Proposed - Plan  sumfmarizes ‘'
. information that can be found in greater detarl in [
" ‘the-Rémedial Investtgatton and Feasrblltty Study - e
(RUFS) reports and other documents contained in
the. administrative récord file for- this site; EPA: *
. and NJDEP éncourage the public to revrew “these, " ‘
Jother” documents in order to gain - a more -
"comprehensive understandmg of the site and
‘Supeifund - activities that have been conducted T
there. The administrative record file contams ‘the . ¢
: 'mformatton .upon. which ‘the selection. of the -
- response action - will be -based. . ‘The. 'ﬁle 1s»~* b
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. US EPA Reglon II . -
Emergency & Remedial Response o
- Division File Room- .-
. 26 Federal Plaza 29th- Floor
- New’ York, NY 10278

. Hours M-F 900am-5 OOpm

response. action” presented in this Plan based on

" new information or public comments. Therefore, - o
. - the public is encouraged to review and comment .
©..on all of th_e alt_ernattves 1denttﬁed here. -

MARKYOUR CALENDAR .

May 19 June 18, ‘1990
Publlc Comment perrod on. interim remedy to
reduce mtgratlon of contammants

: ' June 'S, 1990 ‘
Publrc meetmg at Carlstadt Borough Hall




- SITE BACKGROUND

The SCP Sité is located at 216 Paterson Plank

- Road in Carlstadt, New Jersey. ‘The site, which

~ is owned by Inmar Associates, was used during.the

. 1970s by the Scientific Chemical Processing, Inc..” A.
for treatment of a wide variety of industrial . -~
. chemical wastes. In 1980, operations.at the facility

© were ceased. The site was placed on. the National:
Priorities List in"1983. Between 1983 and 1985,

" NJDEP' ‘required - the site -owner to remove. -
approximately 250,000 gallons of wastes stored in : -
‘tanks, which had been abandoned at the-site. In -

April 1985, EPA assumed thé lead role -in

; Tesponse actions, and contacted approximately 140
.- "Potentially Résponsible. Parties (PRPs) to offer . -
- them the opportunity to undertake an RIFS at

. the' site. In ‘the fall of 1985, EPA  issued
Administrative Orders to-these parties, requiring,

' “them to 'undertake these - studies ‘under EPA-
‘oversrght. At that . trme, 'EPA also ‘issued an . .
Administrative ‘Order to the site . owner, Inmar
Assocrates requmng the company to remove and *

properly dispose of the contents of five tanks
containing .- wastes contaminated  with

"Polychlorinated Brphenyls (PCBs) and numerous .-

other hazardous substances

- Inmar completed the tank removal in late- 1986 ‘» _'
and the PRPs initiated the RI/FS in April 1987. .
" -The RIFS was conducted to identify the nature . -

"and extent of contamination at the SCP site, and

"7 to develop remedial alternatives_to address the .- -
contamination. The results of the mvestrgatron"’

' indicated. that. hazardous substances: are present
* in 'site sorls and groundwater. These substances

_are migrating from ‘the soils and groundwater in .
the -shallow zone of the SCP' site into. the :
underlying groundwater aquifers, as well as-into
.Peach Island Creek, a trdal waterway adjouung S

o the site.

The 'detailed'results ‘of the RI can be found in o
_the Remedial lnvestrgatton Report ‘contained mj '

_ the administrative record file noted above. "'The -
" results of the mvestrgatron can be summanzed as . -

. follows

-the geology of the site is compnsed of
- the: following units, in descending order- -
- the ‘shallow. aquifer . (which occurs -
., approximately 2 feet below. the ground. .
- surface), a clay layer (which -occurs -

. approxrmately 12 feet below. the ground :

.
. PN K

e e

‘surface) a il aqurfer, and a deeper -
bedrock aqurfer, o : .

- .on:site soils, both at the surface and .
_ down to a depth of at least 10-12_ feet,
- are heavrly contaminated with hazardous .
substances, including volatile " organics-
" (total concentration as high as 12,167 -

* . parts 'per million (ppm)), base/ieutral .
* compounds (as high as 3,913 ppm), PCBs .- -

~“(as- high as 15,000 .ppm), petroleum
hydromrbons (as high as 81,600 ppm), as .
“well as. acid extractable compounds,
'phenohcs,, cyamde, pestrcrdes, and’

' concentratrons .

- - the- shallow groundwater at the site is

. substances, mcludmg volatile organics (as -
-high  as ' 2,564 ppm),. base/neutral

- l{ . " "heavily ‘contaminated with hazardous <
l
|

. ppm), PCBs (as high as- 17 ppm),

- 'ppm), as well- as pestlcrdes and morgamc
.~~compounds

" . contaminants ' Have mrgrated from thef':

_-aquifer and the.deeper aquifers;

- deéeper groundwater at the site is-
.- contaminated with volatile organics and
_ and semr-volatrle orgamc compounds and

. - surface’ water -and sediment in Peach.

which flows’ adjacent to - the -site,.
.contammated with hazardous substancec N
. which were - found in - the - sorls and,
Ny groundwater at. the site. ‘

" The PRPs also conducted an FS to evaluate
- ' .potential remedial ‘alternatives for the most heavily
" contaminated zone at the site, (contaminated soils, ..
.. sludges and shallow groundwater down to, but not -
= mcludmg the clay layer) Vartous technologres for -

564560

morgamc compounds. ‘at similarly hrght R

.. ' "compounds (as high as 68. ppm), acid
i -extractable compounds (as high as 17 -

petroleum hydrocarbons (as high as 2,270 .

_' ,shallow zone down into and through the - :
. Clay layer- which separates the shallow

Island- Creek, a tributary of Berry’s Creek o
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treatmg the ‘most heavrly contammated zone were

evaluated, including, - solidification of ‘the

sorls/sludges "chemical extraction of contammants.
. from the sorls/sludges, -and mcrneratron of the .
. soils/sludges." In addition, the FS evaluated the_‘ Lo : : o
RERRE The SCP site, as. charactenzed by the RI ﬁeld
- -investigations, is extremely-complex, due the wide
-...‘variety' ' of contaminants = preseént,
- concentratlons of contaminants detected, and the .
e mlgratlon routes - for these :
contammants ‘ S LIS

" No- Actron Altematlve ."- N % N

h
“,,

~'The ‘FS demonstrated that in order to treat the S
- heavily coritaminated saturated soil, it would first . .
be necessary to Temove the shallow groundwater: '
‘Consequently, ' each. ll of the '
~.-alternatives evaluated (with the exception of the” - -
G Consequently, EPA has - drv1ded the work at’ the
. 'site -into ‘components * called operable units”’

, from this zone.

No Action Altematlve) includes 1mplementatron

- ofa "dewatermg system Thls system consrsts of:' . '

S 1) mstallatron of an underground 'slurry
wall around the- srte perlmeter down ot

the clay layer R o R

2) extractxon of groundwater from w1th1n S

. the boundary of this wall and, .
D

R W
) '3) subsequent treatment and. drsposal of- e

: “the. groundwater

s After ‘dewatering, it could then be possrble to "
' -treat the contaminated soils, either by excavatron_.'

-or treatment m place (i n-srtu")

e

As descrlbed above, during_the FS, treatabrlltyf" o

- studies were performed to' test the effectlveness; '
for soils and '

B groundwater "The results of the studies lmdrcate
.-~ that, although there are several treatment methods
©*  which are potentrally_ viable for remedratron of - .
soils and sludges, there are uncertainties regarding -

of several treatment methods

" the relative effectrveness .of: various remedratron

- 'technologles "Due to the. hrgh conoentratlons and:.
.- wide variety of chemicals- present in the’ sorl and-
" sludge it is unknown whether any one technology. "
“will - be adequate to - remedrate the .soils and .-
sludges. Consequently, ‘additional data, must be - "
L gathered in’ order to select a permanent remedy. - .-
. for'the shallow zone which i is protectrve of human,. L
- health and the environment. . . 3 -

,SCOPE AND ROLE OF PROPOSED RESPONSE; _ o

) ACI‘ION

‘,i‘
L

L ‘Though further work s planned to evaluatef - ,j:
- - treatment technologres for the soils and: sludges T
EPA is proposing an'interim action to temporanly‘ A

“reduce _migration of contaminants ffom the

~l .

-.l_\l o

- .
L

S , shallow zone until further” studres of the ,srte are -

T, wall,

©. many . potentral

‘E’f";completed Thrs proposed interim actron consists
<. of site-dewatering through mstallatron of a slurry
collection of . groundwater, and off-srte -

treatment and drsposal

(OUs). . These OUs for the srte are. deﬁned as
.follows i ; .

i.'s,oU 1:
including - contaminated - soils
groundwater above the clay layer and

ou 2% the deeper zone of the srte and

o potential off-site contamination, including -

~ " the - deeper- groundwater aqurfers and
- .Peach Island Creek. :

months to complete

1mplementatron of a site dewatermg system as the.

', alternatives evaluated to date, (with the exception

»

Although
fully protectrve in and of

“the. high - -

the shallow zone of the srte,‘ 'v
and .

L The combrnatron of chemrcal contammants present .
© " within the- area’ comprising OU 1 (including
" volatile orgamcs, ‘semi-volatile organics;, PCBs, .
- metals  and petroleum  hydrocarbons).- poses -

S srgmﬁmnt technical issues in terms of- treatabrhty
*..of the soils: Further data-collection and. testing
. of various ‘potential _treatment - methods -are
* desireable. prior to ‘identification of an effective . "

'remedy for -this operable unit.
" -that' such ‘studies . will take approxlmately 12‘\

It is anticipated *

N :‘,4'“Although a permanent remedy for OU 1.cannot -
" be selected- at "this time, EPA is ‘proposing. -

. first- phase of OU 1 in the. interim. Since the -
’ dewatering system is a common component of all -

~ -of the No Action Alternative), it will be consistent
. with any potentral future remedy whrch EPA will
" select for the site. This alternative will be part of
. ~a future’ permanent remedy which wrll ‘protect _.
. human health and .the envrronment
- this alternative is not
"1 litself, it is expected to be effectrve in temporarily |
_reducing further migration of contaminants fromp
' the shallow.zone until a permanent remedy can be _
',rmplemented -

-




- . chloroform,

: ‘SUMMAR’Y"o'F SITE RISKS -

resuit from the contamination at the SCP -site:

- This analysrs is commonly referred toasa baseline . \

‘ ,nsk assessment

Y The data collected as part of the RI revealed that ‘
. at least 87. chemrcals exist in the soil and shallow -
- groundwater at ~the ’site.
.concentrations of chemicals are found in thé soils, -

" The ° highest:

' An analysrs ‘was conducted by EPA through rts'. A
_ contractor during the RI/FS to estimate-the health
and envrronmental impacts that could potentially -

sludge and/or groundwater above the clay lens at o

the srte

: Many of the chemlcals detected in the ‘soils and -
- groundwater "are- known ‘carcinogens in: animals -

and are suspected human carcinogens (e.g. PCBs
1,2:dichloroethane, methylene
~ chloride.) * Other chemlmls detected at. the site

- are known’ human carcmogens (e. g vmyl chloride, :

arsenic; and benzene)

1 .

Many of the hazardous substances detected in the
: groundwater at the site were present at leveéls

. guidelines. for groundwater
" levels of numerous volatile organlc compounds

- PCBs, and several inorganics exceed the Federal

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) under the

Safe Drinking Water ‘Act, and- the New Jersey‘ i'

~:, : MCLs by orders of magmtude

As ev1denced by ‘the data collected to date, there
has been rmgratlon of contaminants “from : the

shallow zone to deeper groundwater and Peach
Island Creek, and there is ‘a potential for '

- continued migration absent the 1mplementat10n
- of interim remedial _action.

' :Island Creek sedrments and surface water

. 'SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

: Many alternatrves for . remedlatron of the ﬁrstc

~ operable unit were evaluated in the FS, which- is
available in the information repositories ‘noted

- -interim -action for OU 1, only limited interim

- action altematrves are presented here. The three LT
alternatives. analyzed for .the interim-action to . =~ -~

Contamination -
- “released from the site may also pose risks to .-
.. aquatic life and endangered species, such as the L

" Pied-billed - Grebe, through exposure . to’ Peach‘

- “above. However, beciuse EPA is proposing an -

-. implementation of . any of - the "alternatives, -
_ monitoring would "-be’. conducted - until ;' the.
.permanent remedy for OU 1 is implemented. For

control migration are presented below.- Foll0wing

- costing purposes, it was. assumed that quarterly
L monitoring would be' conducted for three years.

s Months 0 Desrgn and Construct .y 0

- which far exceed. Federal and State standards and - . -
‘In partrcular the -

‘Alternative 1: No Further Actlon

3 Maintenance (O & M) Costs $ 40000

* Capital Cost: - '-‘,sxl o o_';.

Annual Operatron and-

Present Worth (PW) v $ 109000 -

Superfund regulatrons requlre that the No Actxon

. alternative be evaluated at every site to’ establish
" a baseline for-comparison. Under this alternative;
"EPA would take no interim action at the site to
. teduce migration of contaminants to groundwater

and Peach Island Creek, but would. continue to

' maintain'the  existing - fénce around .the site

property to restrict access to the site. .The No

. Further Action alternative also mcludes perlodxcv

momtormg -of groundwater

' Alternatrve 2 Srte Dewatenng through mstallatlon

~"of a Slurry’ Wall, Groundwater Collection and

. Treatment System ‘

Capltal Cost $4586000 IR
"~ Annual O & M-cost  $' 109,000 (for 3 years)
Present Worth, '$5, 164, 000 e

(1ncludmg 10% contmgency)
Months to Desrgn and Construct 12-24

Ma]or features of . thrs altematrve mcl‘ude
- installation of an underground slurry wall around
the perimeter of the ‘site, installation of a
groundwater collection system within the boundary.
of the slurry wall, and construction of groundwater

-treatment. plant .to_treat collected ‘groundwater
pnor to drscharge of the treated effluent to Peach.

Island Creek. The treatment plant would be
desrgned to -meet NJPDES requirements for
drscharge of treated groundwater to Peach Island
. Creek. " (See preliminary- discharge standards,
provrded to EPA by NIDEP by letter dated April
--16, 1990, contained in the admlnlstratlve record
ﬁle for "this srte) S
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treatment B Do
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In addmon an 1nﬁltratron control barrter would )
The function of this "
. ¢ ..temporary barrier would be solely to prevent the -
“infiltration. of . ramwater, limiting “the volume of .. -
water requiring treatment, and thus the cost of -

- be. placed ‘over the site.

i

L
L

T 'Altematlve 3 Site Dewatering thmugh installatron-'
= of a Slurry Wall, Groundwater Collectron and Oﬂ'-. B

- site Treatment and Dlsposal PEAY J[ .

. Both Altematrves 2 and 3. 'would effectlvely :
" . teduce, but- not o
" contaminants via groundwater beyond the slurry‘f» b
- wall - boundary ' until a permanent remedy lS in_ .

Capttal Cost: -$ 2,557000 : l,

,}MMMO&M&& '§. 42,000 (for!:

" "Present Worth'. . $ 2933000 B
(mcludmg 10% contmgency) , }- F - ,' .

‘Months to Desrgn and Construct 9-15

" This altemattve is 1dent1cal 10 Alternatrve 2,
. except that groundwater would be transported and -

disposed of at a facility mpable of acceptmg the*

= with -no - pretreatment 'at the site: -
g Consequently, constructron of an on-site. treatment '

water

,fac1hty would not be necessary 5
- . J}

eliminate, mrgratlon of

place.,

: EVALUATION'OF ALTERNATIVES" RS

i ) E
S ud 1 L N S R F

’l

" 'The preferred alternatrve is. to take 1nter1m actron P
This *
* alternative is a- necessary component of any -
~ - permanent future remedy for OU 1 (. 8 treatment"-", NEN
. of the soils/sludges) and would appear to provide -

at the site by 1mplementtng Alternative 3

“the _best . balance - of - trade-offs among - the

- alternatives with respect to the criteria that EPA~

: ~ uses to evaluate alternatives. - This section profiles.

* the performance of the preferred - alternative . .
-against the criteria. whrch apply:to this interim." ;.
action, noting . how..it. compares to the other e

' 'optrons under consrderatron ' '

l)\'
J

o Overall Protectron of Human Health Fand the'
- - Environment: This criterion addresses whether or .
- not a:-remedy provides adequate protectron and

3ﬁmmyﬁn~

B There are several_types of ARARs: actron—specrf_ic, -
7 .chemical-specific, and location-specific. - .
- specific ARARs are technelogy or activity-specific . .

# contaminants :

o Co pltance wrth ARARs
" addresses ‘whether or ‘not a remedy will meet all
~.of the. apphcable or relevant and appropriate .
_requrrements (ARARs) of- Federal and. State .
-'envrronmental statutes (other than CERCLA)' :

~

-

o ‘:' contammants would contmue to mrgrate from the .
soils and shallow aquifer to deeper aquifers and-. =~

Peach Island -Creek. - Alternatives 2 and 3 would. |
protect hurhan health and the environment in the = .
short term. by reducing further migration of .

through. -

and/or provrde grounds for mvokmg a waiver:

o requrrements or. lrmrtatrons related to various

um

- activities. Chémical-specific ARARs are usually.

- numérical values which- establish .the- amount- or
'concentratrons of a chiemical that’ may be found -
* in, or discharged to, the ambient envrronment'
.+.:Location-specific ‘requirements are  restrictions -
: placed on,.the concentrations of "hazardous- -
- substances: or the conduct of activities solely .
‘bemuse they. occur m a specral lomtron '

L CERCLA provrdes that if an interim ‘measure is

conducted "ARARs may ‘be warved since these

requlrements will be achteved upon completion ‘
“of 'the permanent remedy. Because Alternatives -

.. 2'and 3 constitute -interim actions, final' cleanup

“describeés how risks posed through each! pathway S

are elrmmated reduced, or controlled through AR T

.- and Wetlands Protection, the Clean Water Act -
' Section 404 General Staridards for Permtttmg E
Stream 'Encroachment, and.the New Jersey Sorl

'_.treatment engmeermg controls’ or mstttutronal

' _controls. - Alternative 1 would not be protectrve»- o
--.of human 'health” and the ‘environment since .. .

- . P :
. L, . LT “ - 3
. X e

FE i NI [
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2 c
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: ;_f— levels for soil and groundwater do.not have to'be’ .
* . achiéved, - but will --be - addressed in- the final

remedy

However, certam actron specrf iC . requtrements .

...discussed ‘below, will be attained -as part . of, o
BN 1mplementatron of Altematrves 2 or3. ' '

-

- Actrons taken in Altematrve 2 ‘will comply wrth _
“effluent - lrmttatrons for: any - .discharge - from, -

groundwater treatment plant into Peach Island

- -Creek.. In addrtton, the treatment plant will be . .-
. ~designed and operated in compliance with Federal. -
and - State aif emissions requirements. For .~
.- Alternative 3, requrrements pertaining to any off--

.. site, disposal facrhty will have to be met. :
* Alternatives ‘2 and 3 will. comply with the -

Both

Executive- Orders 6n Flood Plain’ Management

e B -

X - the - .above . migration . . .
o pathways unttl a-final remedy 1s in. place metL o

“This " “criterion -

Action- *


http://will.be

' Erosion’ ‘and.. Sedimexit Control "Requirements‘ &
. (NJAC 424-1), and. the regulations of the -

- Hackensack Meadowlands_~ Development
Commlssron B

o Long-term .Effectiveness: This criterion refers:to ..
* the magnitude. of residual. risk and the .ability of -
' aremedy to.maintain reliable protection of human - -
- health and "the "environment . over time, once'

: cleanup goals-have been-met, Grven that ‘this is

“- an interim action,. ef.fectrveness need only be
- maintained-for the duration of the interim action,_, .

. which is expected to be no more than three years.

, Therefore this criterion will evaluate long-term" o

effectrveness over a three year penod

N Altematrve 1 is not effectrve in the long or short
term. Both’Alternatives 2 and 3 will be effective

.. in reducing the ‘migration of contaminants from
- the shallow zone of the site, once 1mplemented

- and should- mamtam their effectiveness’ for-the
* expected duratlon of the mtenm remedral actron

Reductron of Toxrcrtv. Mobrlrtv -or Volume

Thls cnterron»addresses the ,degree to whrch"a'

remedy utilizes treatment to réduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminants at the site.

Since neither of the. ‘Alternatives ° ‘evaluated _for

this interim remedy employ treatment - of' the,

' sorls/sludges in the OU 1 zone, this’ criterion ‘is .

"' mot’ apphmble 10 the sorl/sludge in. the OU 1 =
zone. . '~ Altérnatives 2 and 3 do -involve the

treatment of ‘contaminated groundwater, and

should reduce the volume of contammants m the .

_ shallow groundwater e 'j e

‘ Short-Term Effectrveness Thrs cntenon refers to,
the time in which the remedy achieves protection, -
_.as well as the remedy’s potential to create adverse - -

impacts ‘on human health andthe: environment'
that may result during the . constructron and‘

‘ 1mplementat10n perrod

‘ Alternatrve 1 presents the least short-term nsksi

. .to on:site workers since no construction activities *
- are. involved  in implementing the No Action.
altematrve - However, it will not reduee any of .
“the existing risks. at the site. Alternatives 2 and - .

3 will require the executron of health and safety

‘protection  measures  during the “remedial - .
. construction to adequately protect workers. Thése . .-
- measures may include requlrements for protectrve :

o Implementabrhty

_ . iclothing and respiratory protection. Health and
" safety measures to proteCt the community, such as

dust ore vapor suppression, will also be required.

" However, neither. Alternative 2 nor 3 .present
- health and safety problems which . cannot be
successfully addressed by avarlable constructron.
- methods . )

.- The estimated time periods for design of the -
Alternatives and periods for construction are as =
 follows: Alternative 2 - 9 months for design and "

' 9 months for construction; Alternative 3-- 6
- months for design and 6 months for construction.
. Thérefore, Alternative 3 will reduce the migration
- of contaminants most qurckly However, both
" Alternatives 2 and 3 will provide benefits in terms
.- -of the time requrred for ultimate remediation of
" OU 1, since implementation of the dewatering
~‘now - will expedite - implementation- of the = .
permanent remedy ultrmately selected o

Implementablhty is- th,
technical : and = administrative - feasibility of a

.remedy, mcludmg the avarlabrlrty of materials-and
" services ‘needed - to implement the selected
- altematlve : C

Altematrve 1.is the’ srmpl&st alternatrve to

.~ implement from a technical standpomt since it - -
. only involves actions to periodically inspect and
‘sample the site, ensure restricted access to the

. site, and ‘continue to provrde information about

© the site to the surroundmg communrty

- The_ operatrons assocrated with Altematlve 2.
- (construction of a slurry wall; dewatermg system,
- .and groundwater treatmént  system) generally
.~ employ well - established, . readily . available
© construction methods However, ‘the placement
- of-a” treatment ‘ plant ‘on. sité ‘may ‘pose some .
difficulties upon 1mplementatron of the permanent . .

remedy for the soils, since the: plant would need

. to be moved. in order to obtain access to the soils-

* .. for any future treatment. In addition, the ability
.-of a treatment system to meet the administrative
o 'requtrements (see below) for discharge to Peach
S Island Creek, wrll requlre further mvestlgatron

;. The operatxons associated w1th Alternative. 3
" (construction of a slurry wall, dewatenng system,
‘and off-site treatment of groundwater) employ -
_ well established, readily available construction
. methods. - This alternatlve would necessitate
contmgency plans to ensure that adequate storage :

L budsed
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, 'mpacrty ‘exist§ for collected groundwater, in the
. - event of a srgmﬁcant increase in the estrmated N
: "~ﬂow due to unantrcrpated mﬁltratron | ‘

b

- -_'Admmrstranve requrrements assocrated wnth: .
~ Alternative 2 include complrance ‘with - NJPDES '

' requirements for discharge-of treated groundwater,
. to Peach -Island  Creek, or for - Altematwe 3, .
"drsposal -of groundwater at an approved off-site
facility  will require’ complrance with standardsfj' ;
- established for the receiving facility. In addition,
_ +both alternatives ~ would - include - penodrc '
o momtormg to ensure therr effectrveness '

,, -

t

. 'Cost: Cost 1ncludes mprtal and operatron and, '

mamtenance (O & M) costs

- »Altematrve 1 No Action, has an estrmated present-
- worth of $109,000. The primary constituents of .. *
_- this cost are inspéction "and samplmg "The, ‘
-V"present worth cost estimates of Altematrves 2and:.
3 are-$5,164,000 and $2,933,000, respectrvely -The.

' major cost .itéms associated with- Altematrves 20
~ and 3 are construction of the slurry wall and,;'-
p groundwater treatment or dtsposal N o

).

A
v ‘.

,‘ _The cost estunates are based ‘on the assumptton y
 'that  approximately 1,000,000 gallons of .7
- groundwater wrll be ‘treated. o i C

P S
i K

. ,State Acceptance mdrmtes whether, based on its S
-Teview of the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the State. . :

*_concurs with, opposes, or has no. comment on. the:
- preferred alternative. “ This criterion wrll be.
" addressed when State comments on the Proposed L

Plan are recerved

A H

A

_:'SUMMARY OF . THE PREFERRED_»I'- :
.+ ALTERNATIVE . "~ " | :

o

S In summary, Altematlve 3 would achreve nsk_ .

- reduction:in the short térm by mrmmrzmg further °

. migration. of  contaminants' from “the 'site. -

- Alternative 3 will not conflict with any future "

. remedy which will be selected to-address the =
_contaminants remammg at the site. . Therefore, .

* Alternative 3 is ‘believed  to pr_ovrde the best

.. balance of tradeoffs with respect to the evaluation

.- criteria and is proposed by EPA as the preferred' ,
altematrve , _ i L

N Both altematlves are. 1mplementable fjrom an THE COMMUNITY’S ROLE rNj .THE ' -

admlmstratrve and technml perspectrve 1, SELECI'ION PROCESS ot S

.. EPA solrcxts input from the commumty ‘on the

C cleanup methods proposed for each Superfund

"+ - response action. EPA has set.a public comment :

" period from May 19 through June 18, 1990 to .’

encourage public participation in the selection of '

. an interim remedy for the SCP Site. - The = -

- comment . period. mcludes a' ‘public avarlabrlrty, :

1+ session ‘at ‘which EPA’ will’ discuss” the : RUFS

{ report-and Proposéd Plan, answer. questions, and .

accept both oral and wntten comments

Co The publrc meetmg for the SCP Srte is scheduled .
i+ fof June 5, 1990 from 7pm until 9pm, and. will o
_be held at- the Carlstadt Borough Hall 500 R
) .Madlson Street Carlstadt New Jersey .

Comments wrll be summarrzed and responses'

3 provrded in'the Responsrveness Summary section. - -
. " .of the Record of Decision (ROD).; The ROD is*

.".. the document that presents EPA’s final selection '
for. response ‘action. Written comments on this

Proposed Plan should be sent to by close of -

. T busmessJune 18, 1990:

'Commumg Acceptance w111 be assessed in the: - -~
Record of Decision followmg a review' of the,

. public comments received on the- RI/FS reports ,
“and the Proposed Plan. .

Pat Evangehsta
: Proyect Manager

) - us Enwronmental Protection Agency-l{eglon Il I
Emergency & Remedial Response Division . .-

26 Federal Plaza Room 747 .

NN L New York, New York 10278
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